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CREATING CONFLICT: ANTECEDENTS OF WORKPLACE INCIVILITY 
Megan Preston May 2007 Pages 63 
Directed by: Kathi Miner-Rubino, Elizabeth L. Shoenfelt, and Jacqueline Pope-Tarrence 
Incivility is defined as rude and discourteous behavior or displaying a lack of 
regard for others. As indicated by prior research (e.g., Pearson, Andersson, & Porath. 
2000), the frequency and conscquences of uncivil behavior may result in a decline in 
psychological well-being, reduced job satisfaction, decreased organizational 
commitment, and increased turnover. However, much of the research to date has 
examined the relationship between personally experienced incivility and an assortment of 
job outcomes (Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Cortina et al., 2001; Pearson et al., 2000). 
The current study is distinct in that it addressed some of the potential factors that are 
likely to lead to incivility. Specifically, this study examined how job governance, 
autonomy, interaction style, competition, and email reliance relate to a climate of 
incivility. Data for the study come from a national sample of law school faculty (N = 
1,300; 52% males; 86% white) who were members of the Association of American Law 
Schools (AALS). Results from a series of multiple regression analyses indicated that four 
of the five proposed antecedents (autonomy, interaction style, governance, and 
competition) were predictive of an uncivil workplace climate. Results also show that 
autonomy is a particularly strong predictor of incivility as demonstrated by a stepwise 
regression analysis. Implications for organizations are discussed. 
Department of Psychology Western Kentucky University 
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Introduction 
Organizations and employees are beginning to recognize the importance of 
workplace incivility. A national poll by U.S. News and World Report indicated that 89% 
of respondents regard incivility in the workplace as a significant concern and 78% agree 
that the problem has increased over the past 10 years (Marks, 1996). Incivility does not 
consist of what is traditionally viewed as harassment or violence in the workplace but 
rather more mild, subtle mistreatment such as disrupting relationships, spreading rumors, 
rude emails, and other behaviors that make people uncomfortable while at work (Johnson 
& Indvik, 2001). Incivility is not direct conflict or even illegal, yet it is still significant 
because this type of behavior is theorized to develop into violence or harassment 
(Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Johnson & Indvik; Lee, 1999; Pearson, Andersson, & 
Wegner, 2001). Incivility also has numerous negative consequences for targets such as 
reduced job satisfaction, decreased organizational commitment, and increased turnover 
(Pearson, Andersson, & Porath, 2000). 
In light of the present literature documenting the frequency and consequences of 
incivility at work (described in more detail below), there is an increasing need to identify 
antecedents of uncivil behaviors in work organizations. Moreover, the cost in lost 
productivity, profit potential, and personnel replacement demands executable solutions 
(Anderson & Pearson, 1999; Cortina et al., 2002; Pearson et al., 2001). By examining the 
causes of workplace incivility, suggestions can be developed on how to not only handle a 
dysfunctional situation but also prevent one in the future. This is also important because 
by understanding the problem as a whole and looking at the causes of uncivil behavior 
and not just its consequences, it can potentially lead to a reduction in this type of 
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behavior. The purpose of the present study is to examine empirically the degree to which 
several organizational factors relate to a climate of incivility. The following sections will 
discuss workplace incivility research and theorized factors that may cause uncivil 
behavior in organizations. A definition of workplace incivility will also be presented, as 
well as various factors that have been discovered to influence this negative type of 
behavior with a particular focus on how it is exhibited in the workplace. Specifically, this 
study will examine the degree to which the identified antecedents (described in more 
detail below) contribute to an uncivil workplace climate. 
What is Workplace Incivility? 
In their seminal article on workplace incivility, Andersson and Pearson (1999) 
define workplace incivility as "low-intensity deviant behavior with ambiguous intent to 
harm the target, in violation of workplace norms for mutual respect. Uncivil behaviors 
are characteristically rude and discourteous, displaying a lack of regard for others" 
(p. 457). Workplace incivility occurs during social interactions between two or more 
people including the instigator, target, and if applicable, the observer (Andersson & 
Pearson). According to Young (1999), examples of uncivil behavior include ringing cell 
phones during meetings, stealing stationary, untidiness, and writing rude emails. Other, 
more severe, examples may include belittling others, acting in a condescending manner, 
gossiping, or ignoring a coworker. Many employees have experienced interruptions in 
their work prompted by these types of behaviors (Pearson et al., 2000). Often, it results in 
disengagement (i.e., broken relationships) between coworkers because it violates the 
moral responsibilities that employees have to not only their colleagues but their company 
as well. 
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Other researchers who examine interpersonal relationships in organizations 
refer to incivility as a lack of collegiality. Seigel (2004) defined collegiality as the 
relationship between colleagues. According to Seigel, there are three different levels of 
collegiality that occur in organizations: passive collegiality, affirmative collegiality, and 
affirmative uncollegiality. Passive collegiality refers to common behaviors that an 
employee may exhibit which are not outwardly helpful or supportive of others but also do 
not hinder the work of their colleagues. Examples of this type of collegiality include 
treating fellow employees respectfully, refraining from incivility, and cooperating with 
colleagues. Also referred to as baseline collegiality, these behaviors are considered civil 
but at a minimally acceptable level. Affirmative collegiality consists of acts that "go 
beyond the call of duty in some aspect" (Seigel, p. 25) of the job. Such actions include 
being encouraging and supportive of colleagues, taking additional assignments and 
offering to assist in any way possible, and working to foster harmony among employees 
in the organization. Affirmative uncollegiality is conceptually similar to incivility and is 
defined as behaviors that are counterproductive and disrupt the organization. Affirmative 
uncollegiality includes such behaviors as gossiping behind someone's back, openly 
criticizing colleagues, or sending rude emails. Thus, Seigel argued that when collegiality 
is absent, such as in affirmative uncollegiality, negative consequences for employees and 
the organization may result. 
Incidences of incivility occur more often than one might presume. Cortina et al. 
(2002) found that for a sample of female court employees, 23 percent had experienced 
general incivility at work. Pearson, Andersson, and Porath (2000) cited that over 50 
percent of front-line workers had experienced ill-treatment and one third of 600 nurses 
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sampled were victims of some form of verbal abuse during their prior workweek. The 
frequency of workplace incivility, as demonstrated, is a widespread problem exhibited in 
many different forms and affecting employees in many different jobs. 
Research suggests that being the target of incivility can lead to negative 
consequences, which may be devastating for organizations. Pearson and colleagues 
(2000) found that being a target of incivility resulted in reduced commitment to the 
organization and, as a result, increased turnover and absenteeism. Hence, uncivil 
behavior may result in decreased productivity for the organization (Pearson et al., 2000). 
Incivility, left untreated, may also lead to reduced cohesion in the workplace, which 
could potentially result in dissatisfaction on the job (Hallowell, 1999). In fact, research 
has shown that job satisfaction tends to decrease as workplace incivility increases 
(Cortina, Magley, Williams, & Langhout, 2001; Cortina et al., 2002; Pearson et al., 
2001). Further research has concluded that employees who experience incivility in their 
workplace report higher levels of turnover intent (i.e., thoughts about quitting their job) 
demonstrating that victims may look for alternative employment if the incivility becomes 
too severe (Cortina et al., 2001; Pearson et al., 2001). Indeed, it can also be hard to retain 
and recruit new employees in an uncivil environment. All of these conditions may be 
destructive for organizations. 
There may also be devastating psychological consequences for victims such as 
decreased psychological health and well-being (Andersson & Pearson, 1999). For 
example, Baron and Neuman (1996) found that frequent acts of incivility in the 
workplace related to heightened depression and anxiety. According to Baron and 
Neuman, incivility may also lead to more dangerous, aggressive behaviors in the future 
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for targets. In line with this idea and past research, Bjorkqvist, Osterman, and Hjelt-Back 
(1994) examined subtle aggression (i.e., disparaging and dominative behavior) in 
university employees and found that victims experienced feelings of depression, anxiety, 
and aggressiveness. 
Workplace incivility may also affect those who observe such hostile behavior 
(Miner-Rubino & Cortina, 2004, in press; Pearson et al., 2000). Findings showed that 
secondary victims (i.e., observers), when exposed to incivility, report lower 
psychological well-being and satisfaction with their jobs (Miner-Rubino & Cortina). 
They also experience more withdrawal from or reduced commitment to their organization 
which begets higher turnover intentions (Miner-Rubino & Cortina). Because of these 
negative consequences for targets, observers, and organizations (e.g., lower psychological 
well-being, job satisfaction, and productivity), organizational research is needed to 
identify the environmental factors in the workplace that may foster incivility. 
Antecedents of Workplace Incivility 
A review of the organizational literature suggests that workplace incivility tends 
to be a joint function of certain situational and organizational factors that may create 
conditions for incivility to occur (Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Johnson & Indvik, 2001; 
Pearson et al., 2000; Pearson et al., 2001; Seigel, 2004). Based on a review of the relevant 
literature, I categorized these factors into five main dimensions: governance (Jaques, 
1990; Pearson et al., 2000; Vredenburgh & Brender, 1998), autonomy (Seigel, 2004; 
Spector, 1986), interaction style (Hallowell, 1999; Pearson et al., 2000), competition 
(Cox, 1993; Jackson, 1993), and email reliance (Extejit, 1998; Ku, 1998; Seigel, 2004). 
In the following sections, a case will be made for the relationship between the 
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aforementioned dimensions as causes of workplace incivility. These arguments are 
summarized in Figure 1. 
Fig. 1 
A n teceden ts of Incivility 
Governance 
The first theorized antecedent of incivility is organizational governance. 
Governance is based on the regulation of an organization's policies and procedures and 
determines the amount of authority and responsibility accorded to those in power. The 
type of governance an organization has can vary depending on the organization's 
structure. These structural characteristics are primarily based on the authoritative 
positions of the organization (i.e., who controls the decisions of the organization), the 
distribution of power throughout the organization, and the relationship between the two 
(James & Jones, 1976). Weber (1947) argued that the size, span of control, centralization 
of decision-making, number of levels of supervision, and division of labor will be the 
major determinants of the organizational structure. According to Hall et al. (1967), the 
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structural factors found to be most important in determining what type of structure is 
inherent to the organization include the number of hierarchical levels and the 
centralization of authority. 
In a hierarchical governance structure (i.e., tall organization), the upper 
management makes the decisions concerning the employees and/or the future of the 
organization. A tall organization is recognized as possessing small spans of control, many 
levels of supervision, and centralization of decision-making (Landy, 1989). In such 
organizations, lower-level employees usually have little power and must follow the 
decisions of their superiors (Seigel, 2004). Conversely, a flat organization has large spans 
of control, fewer levels of supervision and decentralized decision making. This alternate 
form of governance is referred to as a democratic decision-making model (Seigel, 2004). 
The result of this structure is shared authority between the upper and lower level 
employees. This creates an environment of self-governance (i.e., employee decision 
making) free from punitive control where employees feel free to debate and vocalize their 
disagreement with those in authority (Landy). This approach allows individuals' 
opportunities for professional development, self-expression, and job satisfaction not 
available in hierarchical governance structures (Ott, Parkes, & Simpson, 2003). 
According to classic organization theory, a hierarchical governance structure 
model is one where the decision maker (i.e., upper level employee) and the decision 
executor (i.e., lower level employee) occupy different positions in the organization 
(Landy, 1989). This discrepancy may allow those in command to demonstrate their 
superiority and dominance through uncivil behaviors, while those in inferior positions 
may be inclined to go along in order to avoid disapproval or other negative consequences 
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(Pearson et al., 2000). Thus, the status difference in organizations with hierarchical 
governance structures may permit the powerful to degrade or humiliate their 
subordinates, leaving them little they can do to respond (Pearson et al.). Indeed, those in 
authority often influence behavioral norms and the tone of the organization and 
organizations that emphasize hierarchical structures may subtly condone uncivil 
behaviors (Jaques, 1990). Consequently, if conditions that encourage the abuse of power 
are allowed, such as in organizations that provide lower-level employees little power, a 
climate of incivility may flourish (Vredenburgh & Brender, 1998). These ideas lead to 
the following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 1: Perceptions of an uncivil workplace climate will be greater in 
organizations with a hierarchical governance structure. 
Autonomy 
Another organizational variable that may account for the amount of incivility 
seen in work settings is autonomy. Autonomy refers to the amount of freedom, 
independence, and discretion that an employee has over his or her job (Hackman & 
Oldham, 1970). Much of the prior research on autonomy has examined the relationship 
between job outcomes (e.g., satisfaction, involvement, and commitment) and personal 
control (Loher, Noe, Moeller, & Fitzgerald, 1985; Spector, 1986). However, Fox, 
Spector, Gob, and Bruursema (2007) determined a positive relationship between 
Counterproductive Work Behavior (CWB) and autonomy. CWB is conceptually similar 
to incivility; but CWB specifically targets behaviors that harm the organization and 
encompasses a wider range of behaviors including aggression, retaliation, deviance, 
revenge, and antisocial behaviors (Fox et al., 2007). However, CWB research neglects to 
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examine the effect that autonomy may have on collegial working relationships. In theory, 
autonomy should result in an ideal environment where employees can regulate their own 
behavior and work according to their own schedule. However, when employees have 
more control over their work, there is also the potential for power struggles between 
employees, which can produce conflict between them. According to Spector, the 
increased control resulting from high autonomy can also result in added responsibility 
and a higher workload and, in turn, more stress for employees. This additional stress may 
also fuel incivility between colleagues. 
Even so, some jobs, such as a professor, are individualistic in nature and do not 
necessarily require a great amount of teamwork or collaboration between colleagues 
(Seigel, 2004). In contexts where autonomy is emphasized or a characteristic of the job, 
there may be little importance placed on interpersonal cooperation (i.e., teamwork) which 
may signal to employees that getting along is not an essential component of the job 
(Seigel). Because of this, I propose that organizations that encourage employees to rely 
on each other for assistance and support (i.e., they are interdependent) may set the stage 
for a more civil working environment. Research shows that collaborated efforts and 
team-based tasks often result in affiliation, joint responsibility, and group membership 
(Ott et al., 2003). Moreover, in autonomous settings, conflicts among coworkers may be 
more likely to be perceived as personal attacks rather than a public matter because of the 
lack of shared responsibility often seen in interdependent contexts (Ott et al.). Therefore, 
too much autonomy may contribute to uncivil behaviors in the workplace because there is 
no outward need for courteous and polite behavior when coworkers are not dependent on 
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each other for goal attainment and task completion (Seigel). Therefore, I made the 
following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 2: Perceptions of an uncivil workplace climate will be greater in 
organizations where employees have more autonomy. 
Interaction Style 
Another theorized antecedent of workplace incivility is the interaction style 
emphasized by the organization. Interaction style is defined as the working and 
communication styles that occur during interpersonal interactions (Hall, 1999). Research 
shows that interpersonal conflict and hostility among coworkers can often hinder the 
quality and effectiveness of the organization (Hackman & Oldham, 1970). In contrast, 
displaying amiable interpersonal skills and interacting respectfully with organizational 
members may lead to a decline in uncivil behaviors for employees who exhibit these 
characteristics. 
Hall (1999) argued that social relationships (i.e., encounters with others) are the 
most important aspect of interaction style in organizations. This process, as a whole, 
involves the sender, the receiver, and their mutual effects on each other as they are 
interacting. Organizational policies often clarify what is acceptable and unacceptable 
language and behavior during these interpersonal interactions (Pearson et al., 2000). 
Some organizations might emphasize a more demanding and assertive interaction style 
while others might emphasize a more considerate and agreeable interaction style. Pearson 
and colleagues (2000) maintained that some managers feel that offensiveness can be 
beneficial in certain organizations and may overlook hostile interactions because the 
quality of the job depends on them being aggressive. For example, police officers and 
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attorneys are usually characterized as having a bold and outspoken interaction style. 
These types of jobs stereotypically demand a sort of intimidating edge to be successful. 
However, when an organization encourages outspoken and uncompromising 
interpersonal styles, it may become part of an organizational climate that tolerates 
disrespect and interpersonal mistreatment more generally. Indeed, a job that does not 
emphasize respectful interactions between members is likely to result in a work context 
where incivility is common. Conversely, in a workplace that emphasizes respectful and 
courteous interactions, civility is likely to follow and become part of the workplace 
climate. 
Interpersonal interactions may also be characterized by the manner in which one 
communicates. Effective organizational communication is regarded as intentional 
communication with the purpose of accomplishing strategic goals within the organization 
(Veazie, 2005). Such communication includes avoiding aggressive tones and behaviors 
(i.e., listening respectfully, being focused and open to new ideas) in order to maximize 
respectful interactions (Veazie, 2005; Nakra, 2006). Hostile communication may include 
a failure to listen attentively or appropriately verbally communicate (e.g., using degrading 
language and harsh voice tones) and, as a corollary, an inability to properly manage 
conflict. 
Although many organizations regard aggressive communication styles as a 
liability, some professions encourage argumentative and intimidating communication 
(Veazie). For example, there is the stereotype of the "angry" attorney who turns into a 
monster in the courtroom (Cortina et al., 2002). While this is acceptable and even 
advocated in the professional arena (e.g., an attorney cross-examining a witness), the 
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demands of the job may carry over into working relationships with colleagues. In such 
cases, as when an organization encourages abrasive communication styles, a climate of 
incivility may thrive (Johnson & Indvik, 2001). However, an emphasis on courteous 
communication styles may allow for the correction and prevention of these behaviors. In 
sum, an organization that emphasizes hostile interaction styles may negatively influence 
the degree of civil interactions among members, which leads to the following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 3: Perceptions of an uncivil workplace climate will be greater in 
organizations that emphasize hostile interaction styles. 
Competition 
Another theorized antecedent of workplace incivility is the competition seen in 
many organizations (Johnson & Indvik, 2001). According to social interdependence 
theory (Tjosvold, Johnson, Johnson, & Sun, 2003), hostility can occur when coworkers 
have competing goals and their relative outcomes of these goals are affected by the 
actions of others. Tjosvold et al. (2003) theorized that goal attainment between 
individuals in competitive settings will be negatively correlated so that individuals hinder 
the success of others (i.e., when one succeeds, others fail). As a result, rude, aggressive 
behavior may ensue. Realistic group conflict theory (Cox, 1993) similarly suggests that 
individuals may feel especially threatened if they feel the allocation of resources is unfair 
or their access to employment is denied or revoked without just cause. These two sources 
of coworker conflict (i.e., the existence of conflicting goals and competition for 
resources) are particularly important in the context of competition in organizations (Cox; 
Jackson, 1993; Ott et al., 2003). 
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Competitiveness in a workplace is common; people must compete for 
recognition, titles, promotions, or some other type of remunerative reward. Bjorkqvist et 
al. (1994) reported that jealousy and competition regarding jobs and status were listed as 
some of the possible reasons for harassment in university employees. For example, when 
employees evaluate themselves against their peers, it can breed competition because they 
may feel insecure about their current job status, upcoming promotions, or possible 
downsizing which may result in rude, condescending behavior between colleagues 
(Johnson & Indvik, 2001). Research also suggests that rivalry between colleagues (i.e., 
competition) can result in a hostile, high-paced, high stressful working environment, 
which may lead to a climate of incivility (Johnson & Indvik). Furthermore, interpersonal 
competition may impede the effectiveness of working relationships (Hackman & 
Oldham, 1970), which may result in higher anxiety levels, poor relationships with 
coworkers, and aggression toward others in an effort to succeed (Tjosvold, et al., 2003). 
Indeed, Jackson (1993) suggests that intergroup conflict can be prevented by limiting 
competition between groups. Thus, intergroup cooperation and common goals may lead 
to a reduction in competition and, as a result, associated incivilities (Jackson). Together, 
this theory and research suggest that competition and the emphasis on succeeding over 
others may encourage animosity and incivility between coworkers. Thus, I hypothesized 
that: 
Hypothesis 4: Perceptions of an uncivil workplace climate will be greater in 
organizations with an emphasis on competition. 
1 6 
Email Reliance 
A final antecedent theorized to contribute to the decline in civil behavior in the 
workplace is the degree to which an organization relies on email communication. Email 
has become the prime means of communication between workers replacing the telephone 
as the system of choice for interpersonal communications. Although faster 
communication and international access via electronic messaging has been certainly 
positive, it may negatively affect the level of civility among coworkers (Seigel, 2004). 
According to Seigel, technology (i.e., email) lessens the likelihood of interpersonal, face-
to-face interactions between colleagues which may be necessary for a collegial 
environment. Moreover, it may be that it is easier to be rude to someone with whom you 
do not communicate in person (Pearson et al., 2000). 
Emails are different from other forms of written communication because they can 
be as instant and impulsive as speaking (Extejit, 1998). According to Extejit, emails are 
like a type of electronic telephone call because responses are usually as direct as 
conversations and people often send them without considering grammar or the 
implications of their words. However, emails are more vulnerable to misinterpretation 
than speech because they lack the voice tone and body gestures that allow people to 
interpret the intended meaning accurately. Emails can be, and in some cases are expected 
to be, devoid of interpersonal etiquette because they may be direct and to the point, 
bypassing the cordial "hello, how are you" small talk. This can result in incivility because 
a receiver may perceive the absence of friendly conversation to be a personal attack or at 
the very least, a discourteous way of communicating. 
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A reliance on electronic messaging in organizations may also create a more 
uninhibited work environment because it is more impersonal than traditional methods of 
communication (Ku, 1998). Thus, people may inadvertently or intentionally express 
themselves in a more negative manner and may feel more comfortable doing so because 
they are protected by the distance of their computers (Ku). Individuals may even excuse 
their rude or obnoxious behavior based on the concise nature of email (Pearson et al.). 
This type of hostile email communication is often referred to as flaming and may disrupt 
congenial working relationships (Alonzo & Aiken, 2004). The ease of sending electronic 
messages may also increase the likelihood of uncivil behaviors. Thus, although 
technology can result in more efficiency in organizations, it can also provide ample 
opportunities for incivility. This research and theory suggests that an organization that 
relies primarily on email communication to exchange information may lead to an uncivil 
workplace environment and hence, the following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 5: Perceptions of an uncivil workplace climate will be greater in 
organizations that have a high reliance on email communication. 
Current Study 
The present research addresses an important gap in the workplace incivility 
literature. Specifically, this research examined the degree to which five theorized 
organizational factors (governance, autonomy, interaction style, competition, and email 
reliance) relate to an uncivil climate in organizations. In 2004, a survey was administered 
to a national sample of law school faculty members assessing different aspects of their 
organization and their perceptions of incivility in their law school. Thus, this study relies 
on secondary data and is, therefore, somewhat limited in the measures available. Even so, 
there were items that assessed my constructs of interest, which I explain in greater detail 
in the methods section. Responses from the survey were analyzed to determine the 
relationship between the predictor variables (antecedents) and the criterion variable 
(uncivil climate) in order to estimate the proportion of variance in uncivil climate 
perceptions explained by the proposed antecedents. In order to test the hypotheses, a 
series of five multiple regression analyses were performed regressing uncivil climate on 
job governance, autonomy, interaction style, competition, and email reliance. In order to 
determine which combination of explanatory variables account for the most variance in 
perceptions of an uncivil climate, a stepwise regression procedure was also performed. 
Method 
Participants and Procedure 
The data used here are part of a larger study that was conducted three years 
prior to the current research. Participants included a national sample of law school faculty 
who were members of the Association of American Law Schools (AALS) in the U.S. (N 
= 1,300). The demographics of the final sample were 48% females (n = 607) and 52% 
males (n = 652), 86% whites (n = 1107) and 14% non-whites (n = 193) with a breakdown 
of 5.4% as Black, African, or African American; 2.2% as Hispanic or Hispanic 
American; 2.2% as Asian, Asian American, or Pacific Islander; 1% as Native American 
or Alaskan Native; .7% as Middle Eastern, Arab, or Arab American; and 2.9% as Other. 
Participant ages ranged from 27 to 80 years old (M = 50, SD = 10.05). Fifty-seven 
percent of the sample consisted of full professors, 16% associate professors, 7% assistant 
professors, and 10% had other ranks throughout the academic setting. Overall, these 
numbers are quite comparable to those contained in the AALS's Statistical Report on 
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Law School Faculty and Candidates for Law Faculty Positions, 2002-2003. For example, 
according to that report, women make up 32.9% of all law faculty. AALS also reported 
that 85.2% of all faculty were White; 6.3% were Black, 3.3% Hispanic, and .7% 
American Indian. 
In the original study, members of the Association of American Law Schools 
(AALS) in the U.S. (N = 8,929) were contacted via e-mail with a request to participate in 
a study examining "quality of life in law academia." The e-mail consisted of a brief 
description of the study and a link to the online survey (see appendix A). Two reminder 
e-mails were sent to all potential respondents in order to encourage participation. The 
first page of the online survey included a more comprehensive description of the study, 
assured anonymity, and described to participants their rights as a research participant 
based on IRB approval. Nine-hundred of the invitation e-mails were rejected because of a 
"bad" address or spam filters leaving the total potential pool of participants at 8,029. Of 
these, 1,810 responded to the survey (for a 23% response rate). Unfortunately, 510 of 
these participants were excluded due to skipping more than fifty percent of the items on 
the survey. Overall, there was a final response rate of 15% resulting in 1,300 faculty 
members submitting the completed survey. 
Measures 
The measures employed for the current study represent a small subset of those 
included in the larger survey. The complete survey can be seen in appendix A. The items 
that were included for the current project are contained in the "Experiences of the 
Workplace Environment" section of the survey (pg. 29-31; No. 1, 2, 3, 5) and are in bold. 
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Antecedents of Uncivil Climate. The antecedents of incivility were assessed 
using measures of governance, autonomy, interaction style, competition, and email 
reliance. However, because the data were previously collected, the items chosen to 
represent the constructs are limited. Based on the expert judgment of a Ph. D and Masters 
level psychologist, items in the survey were chosen if they appeared to overlap with the 
construct. Items that were not aligned in the direction of the underlying construct were 
reverse coded so that higher scores represent higher endorsement of the construct. 
Additionally, for each construct, items that were not measured on the same scale (i.e., 
likert and continuum) were standardized using z-scores. Relevant items were then 
averaged to form each scale. 
Governance was assessed with two items from the survey. Respondents were 
asked to indicate on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely) the extent that their law 
school emphasizes "Faculty self-governance (reverse coded)" and "Open debate about 
governance and policy matters (reverse coded)." These two items were averaged to 
represent the overall level of governance, with higher scores representing a more 
hierarchical governance structure (a = .87). 
Autonomy was assessed with two items. For the first item, respondents were 
asked to rate their law school on a continuum from 1-5 (i.e., Collaborative to 
Individualistic"). For the second item, respondents were asked to rate on a scale from 1 
(not at all) to 5 (extremely) the extent that their law school emphasized "Teamwork" 
(reverse coded). These two items were z-scored then averaged to represent the overall 
level of autonomy, with higher scores representing a higher degree of autonomy (a = 
.74). 
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Interaction style was assessed with three items. For the first two items, 
respondents were asked to rate their law school on a continuum from 1-5 (i.e., 
"Disrespectful to Respectful" (reverse coded) and "Friendly to Hostile"). For the third 
item, respondents indicated on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely) the extent to 
which their law school emphasized "Outspoken and uncompromising interpersonal 
styles." These three items were z-scored then averaged to represent the overall interaction 
style emphasized by the organization, with higher scores indicating a more hostile 
interaction style (a = .65). 
Competition was assessed using one item. Respondents were asked to rate their 
law school on a continuum from 1-5 (i.e., "Cooperative to Competitive"). This item 
represents the overall level of competition, with higher scores representing a higher 
degree and emphasis on competition. 
Finally, email reliance was assessed with one item where respondents were 
asked to indicate on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely) the extent to which their 
law school emphasized "Reliance on e-mail for internal communication." This item 
represents the overall level of email reliance, with higher scores representing a high 
reliance on technology (i.e., email communication). 
Uncivil Workplace Climate. Two measures were used to assess perceptions of 
the degree to which the workplace was uncivil. The first measure was the Collegiality 
Climate Scale (Miner-Rubino, Seigel, & Brady, in preparation). This scale can be seen in 
appendix A, "Experiences of the Workplace Environment" section, no. 1. This scale is 
based on Seigel's (2004) theory of collegiality in organizations. It consists of ten items 
rated on a scale of 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely) where participants were asked to rate 
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their colleagues on the statements provided. Some example items from the Collegiality 
Climate Scale (CCS) include, "My colleagues create a cooperative and supportive 
environment" and "My colleagues are encouraging and empowering." The items in this 
scale were coded so that higher values reflect higher levels of the underlying construct 
(uncivil climate). The scale shows good convergent validity in that it correlates 
significantly with other measures of workplace mistreatment (e.g., r = -.52 for person 
experiences of workplace incivility and r = .78 for perceptions of fair interpersonal 
treatment, p < .001). Significant correlations of the CCS with job satisfaction (r = .56, p < 
.001), turnover intention (r = -.42, p < .001), job burnout (r = -.40, p < .001), and 
affective organizational commitment (r = .56, p < .001) attest to the good concurrent 
validity of the CCS. The CCS was only weakly correlated with two unrelated constructs: 
ego resiliency (r = . 15, p < .001) and emotional contagion (r = -.08, p < .01) 
demonstrating the discriminant validity of the measure (Miner-Rubino, Seigel, & Brady). 
These findings demonstrate that this measure has good psychometric properties. The 
combined items also have good internal reliability (a = .93). 
The second measure used to assess uncivil work climates is the Perceptions of 
Fair Interpersonal Treatment Scale (Donovan, Drasgow, & Munson, 1998). This scale 
can be seen in appendix A, "Experiences of the Workplace Environment" section, no. 5. 
This scale assesses employees' perceptions of fair, respectful interpersonal relations 
among colleagues. Participants indicated whether eight statements characterize their 
workplace climate most of the time, using a "no," "don't know," "yes" response format 
(1 = no, 2 = don't know, and 3 = yes). This scale was coded so that higher scores 
represented greater perceptions of an uncivil climate. Example items for this measure 
include, "Employees are treated with respect" (reverse-coded) and "Employees put each 
other down." The combined items have good internal reliability (Cronbach's a = .87). 
The overall workplace climate was assessed using the Collegiality Climate 
Scale combined with the Perceptions of Fair Interpersonal Treatment Scale to form a 
composite measure of perceptions of an uncivil work climate. The high correlation 
between these measures corroborates this decision (r = .82, p < .001). 
Results 
Table 1 shows the means, standard deviations, correlations, and scale 
reliabilities of the predictor and criterion variables. To test the hypotheses, I performed 
five multiple regression analyses regressing the uncivil climate composite on job 
governance, autonomy, interaction style, competition, and email reliance. The findings of 
the regression analyses are reported in Table 2. 
Hypothesis 1 stated that perceptions of an uncivil workplace climate will be 
greater in organizations with a hierarchical governance structure. In support of 
Hypothesis 1, governance was a significant predictor of perceptions of an uncivil climate 
((3 = .42, p < .001), accounting for 18% of the variance in climate perceptions. Thus, 
results indicated that perceptions of an uncivil workplace climate were higher in 
organizations where authority and decision making were centralized and lower-level 
employees were afforded little power. 
Hypothesis 2 stated that perceptions of an uncivil workplace climate will be 
greater in organizations where employees have more autonomy. Supporting Hypothesis 
2, autonomy was a significant predictor of perceptions of an uncivil climate ((3 = .75, p < 
.001), accounting for 56% of the variance in uncivil climate perceptions. 
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Table 1 
Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and Reliability Estimates of the Predictor and Criterion Variables 
Variable M S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Uncivil Climate Perceptions3 .00 .74 (.91) 
2. Governance13 2.50 1.01 ,42*** (.87) 
3. Autonomy3 .00 .89 .76*** .40*** (.74) 
4. Interaction Style'1 .00 .77 .71*** .21*** .60*** (.65) 
5. Competition5 2.52 1.09 .69*** .29*** .68*** .65*** NA 
6. Email Relianceb 3.89 1.03 -.10** -.12*** .08** -.03 -.03 NA 
Note. **p < .01, ***/? < .001. a Variables were standardized. b Variables were on a 1-5 scale. Scale reliabilities (alphas) are along the 
diagonal. 
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As demonstrated, perceptions of incivility were higher in organizations that did not 
emphasize teamwork or collaborative efforts. 
Hypothesis 3 stated that perceptions of an uncivil workplace climate will be 
greater in organizations that emphasize hostile interaction styles. In support of 
Hypothesis 3, interaction style was a significant predictor of perceptions of an uncivil 
climate ((3 = .71, p < .001), accounting for 50% of the variance in uncivil climate 
perceptions. Thus, organizations that do not encourage respectful and agreeable 
interaction styles predicted higher perceptions of an uncivil climate. 
Hypothesis 4 stated that perceptions of an uncivil workplace climate will be 
greater in organizations with an emphasis on competition. In support of this hypothesis, 
competition was a significant predictor of perceptions of an uncivil climate ((3 =. 68, p < 
.001), accounting for 47% of the variance in climate perceptions. Thus, results indicated 
that perceptions of an uncivil workplace climate were higher in organizations where 
coworker rivalry and conflicting goals were present. 
Hypothesis 5 stated that perceptions of an uncivil workplace climate will be 
greater in organizations that have a high reliance on email communication. This 
hypothesis was not supported. An organization's reliance on electronic messaging did not 
contribute significantly to perceptions of workplace incivility. 
In sum, results showed that four of the five proposed antecedents were predictive 
of uncivil workplace climate perceptions. These findings suggest that organizations with 
hierarchical governance structures and an emphasis on autonomy, hostile interaction 
styles, and competition may result in a greater uncivil workplace climate for employees. 
In order to examine which organizational factor was the best predictor of uncivil climate 
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perceptions, a post-hoc stepwise regression analysis was conducted using the significant 
variables from the previous analyses. 
Table 2 
Regression Analysis Summary for Antecedent Variables Predicting Uncivil Climate 
Perceptions (N= 1,300) 
Variable Added B SEB P R2 
1. Autonomy .31 .02 42*** jg*** 
2. Hostile Interaction Style .62 .02 75*** .56*** 
3. Hierarchical Governance .68 .02 71*** .50*** 
4. Competition .47 .01 59*** 47*** 
5. Email Reliance -.07 .02 -.08 .01 
Note. ***p<. 001 
For the purposes of the stepwise regression analysis, the four predictors (i.e., job 
governance, autonomy, hostile interactions style, and competition) were entered 
simultaneously into the model with the uncivil climate composite as the criterion 
variable. An alpha level of .01 was used for determination of statistical significance of all 
results and R2 was examined for significant changes. Results are shown in Table 3. 
The results of the stepwise regression analysis predicting uncivil climate 
perceptions are reported in Table 3. As shown, each of the four variables were significant 
predictors of uncivil climate perceptions: Autonomy was the best predictor, and 
explained 56% of the variance in climate perceptions, followed by hostile interaction 
style which accounted for an additional 11% of the variance, hierarchical governance 
which accounted for 2% of the variance, and competition which accounted for 1% of the 
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variance. Together, these four significant predictors explained 71% of the variance in 
uncivil climate perceptions, with autonomy and interaction style as particularly strong 
predictors. The practical significance of these results is examined in the discussion 
section. 
Table 3 
Stepwise Regression Analysis for Uncivil Workplace Climate (N= 1,300) 
Variable Added R2 A Rl F test 
for Atf2 
1. Autonomy .56 1607.7 
2. Hostile Interaction Style .67 .11 432.3 
3. Hierarchical Governance .69 .02 83.6 
4. Competition .71 .01 44.66 
Note, p < .01 for all significance tests 
Discussion 
The prevalence of incivility in the workplace is too commonplace to be ignored. 
While this may be a more subtle form of expressing aggression, it can still result in a 
lower psychological well-being, lower job satisfaction, and create a hostile environment 
at work (Pearson, et al., 2000). However, much of the prior research conducted on 
workplace incivility to date has examined the relationship between personally 
experienced incivility and an assortment of job outcomes (Andersson & Pearson, 1999; 
Cortina et al., 2001; Pearson et al., 2000). The current study is distinct in that it addressed 
some of the potential factors that are likely to lead to a climate of incivility. Based on past 
theoretical and empirical research, I predicted that perceptions of incivility would be 
greater in organizations where a hierarchical governance structure was in place, 
employees had more autonomy, a hostile interaction style and competition were 
emphasized, and email was the primary means of communication. Measures of these 
constructs were collected from members of the Association of American Law Schools 
(AALS) in the U.S. (N = 1,300) to evaluate the relationship between these organizational 
characteristics and employee perceptions of incivility in the workplace. Results both 
confirmed and disconfirmed the hypotheses. The combination of the findings suggests 
that organizations with a hierarchical governance system, provide employees more 
autonomy, encourage hostile interactions styles, and emphasize competition may create 
conditions where incivility may become part of the workplace climate. 
Hypothesis 1 stated that perceptions of an uncivil workplace climate would be 
greater in organizations with a hierarchical governance structure. This hypothesis was 
supported. Some of the classic features of hierarchical governance structures include the 
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centralization of control and decision-making (Hall, et al., 1967; Landy, 1989; Weber, 
1947). When organizations maintain small spans of control, power is typically restricted 
to upper-level employees (Landy). This status difference between high and lower-level 
members of the organization may permit those in superior positions to dominate and 
devalue subordinates. Because employees who have control and authority tend to 
influence the organization, such interpersonal mistreatment may then create a general 
climate of incivility. This status discrepancy may also force lower-level employees to 
comply in order to avoid negative repercussions because they do not usually have the 
option of challenging supervisors or opposing company policy (Pearson et al., 2000). 
Lower-level employees may then vent their frustration against one another, thereby, 
contributing to an uncivil environment. Indeed, the result of the present study provides 
evidence that rude, discourteous behaviors may be more likely in organizations that do 
not permit open debate or disagreement with management. This result is consistent with 
Ashforth (1994), who argued that bureaucratic organizations tend to place a higher value 
on conformity and order, and a lower value on treating others with consideration. 
Specifically, Ashforth argued that such organizations would likely produce tyrannical 
behaviors (i.e., belittling subordinates, discouraging initiative, and restricting 
communication). 
Hypothesis 2 stated that perceptions of an uncivil workplace climate would be 
greater in organizations where employees had more autonomy. The current study found 
this to be the case. In fact, results demonstrated that this antecedent was the most 
significant predictor of uncivil climate perceptions among the variables. As indicated 
earlier, there has been ample research studying the effects of autonomy on job 
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satisfaction, involvement, and commitment (Loher et al., 1985; Spector, 1986) but 
researchers have neglected to examine how autonomy might lead to incivility. The 
current research suggests that autonomy may negatively affect civility among employees, 
especially for organizations that do not encourage joint effort or interdependence. The co-
occurrence between autonomy and incivility may be explained by Seigel's (2004) theory 
of collegiality in organizations, which argued that organizations that do not emphasize 
collaboration among employees may lead to interpersonal mistreatment. Seigel 
maintained that when coworkers are not dependent on each other for goal attainment or 
task completion, they may feel that there is no outward need for courteous and polite 
behavior (Seigel). The finding in the present study is consistent with this theoretical 
perspective in that organizations rated as less team-oriented were also perceived to have 
uncivil workplace climates. Indeed, autonomy also affords employees more control over 
their work, which may lead to added responsibility and in turn, a more stressful working 
environment (Spector, 1986). Spector argued that such workplace stress associated with 
autonomy may also lead to more conflict among coworkers (i.e., incivility). 
Hypothesis 3 stated that perceptions of an uncivil workplace climate would be 
greater in organizations that emphasized hostile interaction styles. This hypothesis was 
also supported. In the present study, it was found that organizational norms encompassing 
disrespectful interactions and outspoken communication related to perceptions of an 
uncivil climate. Indeed, some organizations emphasize demanding and aggressive 
interaction styles rather than encouraging respectful interactions between members 
(Veazie, 2005). However, this may develop into a negative environment where disrespect 
and interpersonal mistreatment are commonplace. The current study found this to be the 
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case; participants who reported working in an organization with an emphasis on 
uncompromising and hostile interaction styles also reported working in a climate of 
incivility. This finding is in line with Johnson and Indvik (2001), who also theorized that 
abrasive communication styles (i.e., angry outbursts, coworker confrontation and 
unyielding disagreements) may lead to incivility. 
Hypothesis 4 stated that perceptions of an uncivil workplace climate would be 
greater in organizations that emphasized competition. This hypothesis was supported. 
Competition occurs when there is rivalry among colleagues, limited resources, or 
competing goals (Cox, 1993; Jackson, 1993; Johnson & Indvik, 2001; Tjosvold et al., 
2003). Undoubtedly, such conditions can affect working relationships and may result in a 
hostile, high-paced, stressful working environment where rude, condescending behavior 
between colleagues is tolerated and even expected. In support of this, participants in the 
current study reported higher perceptions of a rude, uncivil climate when competition 
was emphasized in the organization. This finding is also in line with social 
interdependence theory (Tjosvold et al.) and realistic group conflict theory (Cox, 1993), 
which propose that employees who have competing goals or must vie for resources 
experience a higher degree of conflict. Competition can also lead to frustration (Spector, 
1978). Some of the behaviors that have been shown to result from feelings of frustration 
are conceptually similar to instances of incivility. For example, arguing and acting 
angrily toward others, criticizing colleagues, and other forms of aggression expression 
have been reported to result from feelings of frustration (Spector, 1976). Thus, as the 
present study suggests, organizations that emphasize competition may be creating an 
aggressive environment that may condone uncivil behaviors between colleagues. 
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Hypothesis 5 stated that perceptions of an uncivil workplace climate would be 
greater in organizations that have a high reliance on email communication. Contrary to 
my prediction, this hypothesis was not supported. This finding is inconsistent with prior 
theory (Extejit, 1998; Ku, 1998; Pearson et al., 2000; Seigel, 2004) which argued that 
emails may be more susceptible to misinterpretation because there is no voice tone or 
body language accompanying these messages. Extejit also argued that emails are often 
sent instantly without consideration of the ramifications they may hold for the recipient. 
Furthermore, because of advanced technology, employee face-to-face interactions have 
decreased and electronic messaging has increased. According to Seigel and Pearson et al., 
these face-to-face interactions may be necessary for a civil and considerate working 
environment. For these reasons, it was predicted that email may lead to work 
environments where employees are more likely to exhibit rude behaviors. My findings 
suggest, in contrast, that email reliance does not lead to an uncivil climate. One 
possibility for the current finding is that the purposes of the email communication were 
unidentified for this study and may have an impact on perceptions of incivility. For 
example, according to Extejit (1998), emails typically focus on ideas rather than represent 
the character traits of the sender. If the organizational members communicate by email 
for specific business-related purposes or idea exchanges rather than social uses, then 
emails may be appropriate and lack the misconceptions commonly associated with 
incivility (Ku, 1996). Furthermore, if email usage is a generally accepted norm of the 
organization and the most preferred form of communication, then employees may not 
perceive email as discourteous or rude but rather as a necessary convenience (Ku). Even 
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so, the relationship between incivility and email reliance or other forms of technology 
warrants further research before a conclusive statement can be made. 
Limitations and Future Research 
The limitations of this study relate to the generalizability of results, the research 
design, and the measures that were utilized. First, the sample (i.e., law professors) was 
relatively homogenous and included few people from diverse demographics and none 
from non-academic settings. These sample characteristics may limit the generalizability 
of results for a number of reasons. First, the sample is primarily limited to higher 
educated individuals (i.e., professors) with a low representation of minority races. 
Second, academic professors enjoy job security (i.e., tenure) unlike most employees in 
organizations. As a result, they may be more prone to uncivil behavior. In other words, 
professors may feel more at ease negatively expressing themselves because for the most 
part, their jobs are secure (Seigel, 2004). Third, the sample was restricted to the legal 
profession (e.g., attorneys and law professors) which are unique because they may 
actually be more prone to aggressive behaviors (Cortina et al., 2002). Even so, results 
should apply to other work organizations with similar characteristics because 
performance by any company, agency, or institution is dependent on the ability of its 
people to work with one another (Seigel, 2004). However, future research should still 
attempt to sample employees from a diverse range of organizations, departments, and 
hierarchical levels to demonstrate how the results extend to other employees in diverse 
contexts. 
Another limitation is the 15% response rate. Although this is quite low, the 
sample was representative in terms of the general demographics contained in the AALS's 
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Statistical Report on Law School Faculty and Candidates for Law Faculty Positions, 
2002-2003. However, future studies may benefit from using procedures that generate 
higher survey return rates. This may be accomplished by reducing the length and 
complexity of the survey or by offering some type of a reward or monetary incentive for 
completion. 
It is also important to note that the survey was self-report, and participants may 
feel inclined to report answers based on what they believe to be socially desirable or 
expected. Further, the survey is one in which the predictor and criterion variable were 
both obtained using the same method. As research suggests, this can result in common 
method variance (i.e., using single method to measure two or more constructs) where 
variables are correlated simply because they are from the same source (Avolio, 
Yammarino, & Bass, 1991). Future research should avoid the potential effects of 
common method bias caused by gathering measures of both dependent and independent 
variables from the same source, at the same time, using the same method. For example, in 
the current study, a self-report questionnaire was used for each variable; an alternative 
method would be to also include peer or supervisory reports. 
Furthermore, this study provided data based on previous research that was 
collected from various sources in order to identify common antecedents and relate them 
to the existing literature on incivility. By relying on secondary data analyses, the 
measures of the constructs were limited because the survey was not specifically designed 
to measure the organizational factors theorized to predict a climate of incivility. Future 
research should include items designed specifically to address the proposed hypotheses. 
In addition, the measures of competition and email reliance were only one item, which 
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was disadvantageous. Single-item measures attempt to identify participant responses on a 
particular dimension with one item, which can be problematic if a multi-dimensional 
relationship is trying to be established. Because there is no scale reliability for one-item 
measures, there is no statistical measure for gauging the consistency of the measure or to 
determine if the results would be similar upon repeat. Even so, Wanous, Reichers and 
Hudy (1997) provide several reasons why single-item measures could be advantageous 
including increased face validity and reduced cost. Despite these benefits, it is widely 
accepted among researchers that single-item measures should be used with caution. 
Implications for Organizations 
Considering the documented consequences of incivility (i.e., increased 
absenteeism and turnover, decreased satisfaction and organizational commitment); it is 
vital to examine how organizations might prevent incivility and promote respect and 
supportive behaviors among colleagues (Johnson & Indvik, 2001; Pearson & Porath, 
2005; Pearson et al., 2000). The following presents suggestions for prevention based on 
the results of the current study. 
According to the results of the present research, autonomy accounted for the 
majority of the variance in the statistical models. Therefore, it may be concluded that 
organizations that emphasize collaborative rather than individualistic efforts may deter 
incivility in their organizations. Thus, a primary recommendation for combating incivility 
would be to decrease the amount of autonomous tasks employees work on, and instead 
encourage affiliation or identification with others and the larger workgroup (Ott et al., 
2003). By building connections between employees and placing more emphasis on 
teamwork and group affiliation between organizational members, organizations may be 
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able to promote a more respectful, collegial working environment. However, often the 
requirements of the job will dictate the level of autonomy and collaboration that is 
necessary (Hackman & Oldham, 1970). If the requirements of the job require 
independent contributions, organizations may want to consider discussing the 
organization in terms of a holistic working team. Therefore, even if individuals are not 
working together on a particular task, there will still be a sense of unity and cohesiveness 
between work groups. Without this sense of interconnectedness, autonomy may breed 
uncivil actions. If an organization is primarily concerned with employee relations and 
group behavior (i.e., how groups or individuals are getting along), executives should 
evaluate the interactions between employees (Pearson & Porath, 2005). This may be 
accomplished by teambuilding activities, peer feedback, observing or videotaping 
employees while at work, or hiring outside consultants. This will provide insight into 
when and how employees work best together and will be useful in determining what tasks 
are appropriate for team designs. 
Given the finding that hostile interaction styles may promote incivility, 
organizations should encourage respectful and friendly interactions among employees. It 
is the responsibility of those in leadership positions to define and demonstrate 
organizational expectations for interpersonal interactions (Pearson, et al., 2000). If 
appropriate standards or policies are in place, then there will be less ambiguity with 
regard to acceptable behavior and discipline following such behavior will be expected. 
However, even though many organizations do have strict policies or guidelines dictating 
how employees should treat customers, often there are no standards describing what is 
considered to be appropriate colleague behavior (Pearson & Porath, 2005). Organizations 
37 
should emphasize that not only are their employees to be friendly and respectful to 
customers, employees are to engage in positive interactions between each other. To 
prevent or combat workplace incivility, management should also teach employees how to 
deal appropriately with their stress and anger (Johnson & Indvik, 2001). This may 
include seminars or workshops designed to encourage appropriate interactions among 
coworkers including conflict resolution, negotiation, dealing with difficult people, stress 
management, listening, and communication (Pearson & Porath). By training and 
supporting employees to approach sensitive or stressful situations with a respectful and 
friendly interaction style, conflicts may be prevented or reduced. 
The following two variables, hierarchical governance and competition, were 
statistically supported as predictors of an uncivil climate; but, due to the small effect sizes 
(.02 and .01, respectively), their practical utility is questionable. Indeed, the small effect 
sizes for these variables may be because the items were not specifically designed to 
measure the antecedents, and as a result, the measures were somewhat interconnected. 
Even so, recommendations are presented below; organizations should determine the 
value and capability of their company and decide the appropriate manner for reducing 
incivility. 
Based on the present study, organizations should also avoid the status difference 
and centralized authority often seen in hierarchical (i.e., tall) governance structures. 
Because incivility might be overlooked when upper-level employees are instigators, their 
actions should not be taken lightly nor should excuses be made for the powerful (Pearson 
& Porath, 2005). If incivility is tolerated, especially by those in power, it may influence 
the organization as a whole and employees may perceive this behavior as acceptable and 
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even as a means to get ahead (Pearson & Porath). Pearson and Porath found that one-
fourth of employees who behave uncivilly reported they were doing so because their 
superiors were engaging in such behaviors. Authority figures determine the appropriate 
norms of the organization and for civil behavior to occur; it must first be encouraged and 
enforced by those in power. 
According to Cox (1993), in order to prevent the expression of uncivil behavior 
there should also be an equal opportunity among employees for professional and personal 
growth as well as access to organizational resources. This may reduce the competition 
often seen in organizational settings and reduce incivility caused by competing 
employees. Consequently, if employees feel they are working toward the same goal 
rather than competing for the same goal, then it may create a more cooperative working 
environment. As a result, employees may be less likely to exhibit uncivil behaviors. In 
the event that incivility does occur, the appropriate course of action may include 
obtaining witness statements, reviewing the matter with those involved (i.e., instigator, 
targets, and observers), and determining the correct method of discipline (Seigel, 2004). 
Conclusions 
The present study addressed potential antecedents of workplace incivility in 
organizations. With a growing need to address the cause of incivility and not just the 
consequences, the current study investigated the relationship between five proposed 
antecedents (i.e., governance, autonomy, interaction style, competition, and email 
reliance) and perceptions of an uncivil workplace climate. The results of this study 
indicated that an organization's reliance on email was not related to uncivil workplace 
climates; however, autonomy and uncompromising interaction styles were found to be 
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particularly strong predictors accounting for the majority of unique variance in uncivil 
climate perceptions. Centralized authority and employee competition were also found to 
be significant predictors, although only accounting for a minimal amount of variance 
beyond the primary predictors (i.e., autonomy and hostile interaction style). 
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Quality of Life in Legal Academia Survey 
Welcome to the QUALITY OF LIFE IN LEGAL ACADEMIA SURVEY! 
This web-based survey examines the workplace experiences of law school faculty across the country. It asks 
questions about your workplace experiences, attitudes, and well-being. You have been contacted to complete 
this survey because of your experience as a law school faculty member. Surveys will provide valuable 
information on the aspects of law schools' climates that need greater attention and those that are going well. 
Some of the questions deal with personal, potentially sensitive information. We appreciate your participation 
and hope that this survey experience is interesting for you. There are no direct benefits or risks to you for 
participating in this study. 
Your answers to the survey questions will be ANONYMOUS. When you click on the link to the survey 
instrument your e-mail address will not be connected to your survey responses. The data will be stored and 
analyzed by the researchers, Professor Michael Seigel of the University of Florida Levin College of Law and 
Dr. Kathi Miner-Rubino of Western Kentucky University Department of Psychology. Numeric data will only 
be reported as anonymous summaries of survey responses, reported in the form of statistical averages and 
frequencies that combine many people 's data. If you choose to provide anecdotal information at the end of the 
survey, that information will be reported, if at all, without identifying the source. We recognize that some of 
the questions in this survey are personal, and we want you to be confident that your privacy will be protected. 
As a research participant you have certain rights. For example, you should know that you have the right to not 
complete this survey, and you may skip any question. Also, you may withdraw from the study at any time 
without any consequences. The return of this survey serves as your consent to participate in this study and as 
proof that you understand your rights as a research participant. We certainly hope that you will complete the 
survey with your most thoughtful and honest answers, whatever these may be. 
If you have any questions about this survey, please contact the researchers Michael Seigel at 
seigel@law.ufl.edu or (352)392-2211, or Kathi Miner-Rubino at kathi.miner-rubino@wku.edit or (270)745-
6390. 
This project has been reviewed and approved by the Western Kentucky University Human Subjects Review 
Board and the University of Florida Institutional Review Board. Should you have questions about your rights 
as a research participant, please contact Dr. Phillip Myers, Human Protections Administrator at (270) 745-4652 
or Phillip.myers@wku.edu. You may also reach him at the Office of Sponsored Programs, 106 Foundation 
Building, Western Kentucky University, 1 Big Red Way, Bowling Green, KY 42101. Alternatively, you may 
contact the UFIRB at (352) 392-0433 or irb@ufl.edu. 
This survey will take approximately 20 minutes to complete. 
Thank you for participating in this important project! 
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B A C K G R O U N D 
1. Age: 
2. Sex: ( ) Male ( ) Female 
3. Ethnic heritage you most closely identify with (choose one): 
( ) Asian, Asian American, or Pacific Islander 
( ) Black, African, or African American 
( ) Hispanic or Hispanic American 
( ) Middle Eastern, Arab, or Arab American 
( ) Native American or Alaskan Native 
( ) White, European, or European American 
( ) Other (please specify ) 
4. Religion (choose one): 
( ) Protestant ( ) Jewish ( ) Other 
( ) Catholic ( ) Islamic ( ) None 
( ) Other Christian ( ) Eastern (e.g., Taoist, 
Buddist) 
( ) Agnostic ( ) Other non-Christian 
5. Marital /Partnership status: 
( ) Single 
( ) Marr ied or Partnered 
( ) Divorced, Separated, or Widowed 
6. Number of children you care for in your home: 
7. Do you have a disability that is apparent to others? ( ) Yes ( ) No 
8. How do you define your sexual orientation? 
( ) Completely homosexual, lesbian, or gay 
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( ) Mostly homosexual, lesbian, or gay 
( ) Bisexual 
( ) Mostly heterosexual 
( ) Completely heterosexual 
( ) Other (please specify: ) 
9. If vou identify as anything besides completely heterosexual, please tell us how open you are 
about your sexual orientation with the following groups of people: 




a) your colleagues 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 
b) your dean 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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YOUR LIFE IN G E N E R A L 
1. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements. 
a) 1 always look on the bright 



















' b) I'm always optimistic about 
my future. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 
c) I hardly ever expect things to 
go my way. 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 
d) I often find that I can remain 
cool in spite of the excitement 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
around me. 
e) I become nervous if others 
around me seem to be 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
nervous. 
f) I don't get upset just because 
a friend is acting upset. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
g) 1 am able to remain calm even 
though those around me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
worry. 
h) I tend to lose control when I 
am bringing bad news to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
people. 
i) I cannot continue to feel OK 
if people around me are 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
depressed. 
j) The people around me have a I 3 A 5 7 great influence on my mood. 1 z o 
k) I am generous with my 
friends. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1) I quickly get over and recover 
from being startled. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
m) I enjoy dealing with new and 
unusual situations. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
n) I usually succeed in making a 
favorable impression on 
people. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
o) I enjoy trying new foods I 
have never tasted before. 1 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
P) I am regarded as a very 
energetic person. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
q) I like to take different paths to 
familiar places. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
r) I am more curious than most 
people. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
s) Most of the people I meet are 
likeable. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
t) I usually think carefully about 
something before acting. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
u) 1 like to do new and different 
things. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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v) My daily life is full of things ^ 3 4 5 6 
that keep me interested. \ ' ^ ^ 
w) I would be willing to describe 
myself as a pretty "strong" I 2 3 4 5 6 
personality. 
x) I get over my anger at 1 ? 3 4 5 6 
someone reasonably quickly. 
2. In the PAST M O N T H , on how many days have you .. 
a) Been ill (e.g., cold, flu, etc.)? 
b) Seen a medical doctor? 
c) Seen a mental health professional? 
d) Missed work due to illness? 
3. How many alcoholic beverages have you consumed during the PAST T W O W E E K S ? drinks 







a) Nervousness or shakiness inside. 0 1 2 3 4 
b) Feeling easily annoyed or irritated. 0 1 2 3 4 
c) Thoughts of ending your life. 0 1 2 3 4 
d) Suddenly scared for no reason. 0 1 2 3 4 
e) Temper outbursts that you could not 
control. 0 1 2 3 4 
f) Feeling lonely. 0 1 2 3 4 
g) Feeling tense or keyed up. 0 1 2 3 4 
h) Having urges to beat, injure, or harm 
someone. 
0 1 2 3 4 
i) Feeling blue. 0 1 2 3 4 
j) Feeling no interest in things. 0 1 2 3 4 
k) Feeling fearful. 0 I 2 3 4 
1) Having urges to break or smash 
things. 0 1 2 3 4 
m) Spells of terror or panic. 0 1 2 3 4 
n) Feeling hopeless about the future. 0 1 2 3 4 
o) Getting into frequent arguments. 0 1 2 3 4 
p) Feeling so restless you couldn't sit 
still. 0 1 2 3 4 
q) Feelings of worthlessness. 0 1 2 3 4 
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5. During the PAST MONTH, indicate the frequency with which someone... 
a) Let you know that she/he will always 
be around if you need assistance. 
Not at all Once or About once 
twice a week 








b) Expressed interest and concern in 
your well-being. 
0 1 2 3 4 
c) Listened to you talk about your 
private feelings. 
0 1 2 3 4 
d) Told you that she/he feels very close 
to you. 
0 1 2 3 4 
e) Comforted you by showing you some 
physical affection. 
0 1 2 3 4 
0 Told you that you are OK just the 
way you are. 
0 1 2 3 4 
YOUR W O R K 
1. In which region of the country is your law school located? 
( ) Alaska ( ) Mountain 
( ) Hawaii ( ) Pacific West 
( ) Midwest ( ) South 
( ) Northeast ( ) Southwest 
2. About how many hours do you work per week? 
3. How long have you been in law teaching? (Please round to the nearest year. T o indicate less than 6 months, enter 0). years 
4. How long have you been teaching at your present law school? (Please round to the nearest year. T o indicate less than 6 months, enter 0.) 
years 
5. What is your rank? 
( ) Professor 
( ) Associate Professor 
( ) Assistant Professor 
( ) Other (e.g., "Lecturer in Law") 
6. What is your tenure status? 
( ) Have tenure 
( ) On tenure track, but have not yet received tenure 
( ) Have tenure on clinical tenure track 
( ) On clinical tenure track, but have not yet received tenure 
( ) Non-tenure track 
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7. Approximately how many faculty members (of all ranks) are employed at your school? 
8. Approximately what percentage of your faculty is tenure-track (circle one)? 
0 -20% 21-40% 41-60% 61-80% 81-100% 
9. Of the tenure-track faculty, approximately what percentage DOES N O T YET have tenure? 
0 -20% 21-40% 41-60% 61-80% 81-1007c 
10. Is the Dean of your law school: 
( ) Male ( ) Female 












a) All in all, I am satisfied with my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 
b) My law school administration is sincere in its 
attempt to understand the faculty's point of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
view. 
c) I often think about quitting this job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
d) I would be very happy to spend the rest of 
my career at this law school. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
e) If I were to leave this law school for another, 
it would be primarily for career 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
advancement. 
f) This law school strongly considers my goals 
and values. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
g) Administrators at this law school seem to do 
an efficient job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
h) If I were to leave this law school for another, 
it would be primarily to find a happier, more 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
pleasant place to work. 
i) Our law school has a poor future unless it t 3 A f . 7 
can attract better administrators. 
j) If I were to leave this law school for another 
one, it would be primarily to find a more 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
collegial place to work. 
k) It would be very hard for me to leave this law 1 2 3 A 5 f . 7 
school right now, even if I wanted to. 
1) If I were to leave this law school for another 
one, it would be primarily to find a place that 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
would put a higher value on my scholarship. 
m) I will probably look for a new job during the 
next year. 1 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
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n) Too much in my life would be disrupted if I 
decided I wanted to leave this law school 1 
now. 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
o) I feel quite confident that this law school will 
always try to treat me fairly. 2 3 4 5 6 7 
p) This law school values my contribution to its 
well-being. 2 3 4 5 6 7 
q) 1 do not feel a strong sense of belonging to . 
this law school. 2 3 4 5 6 7 
r) If I were to leave this law school for another 
one, it would be primarily for more money 1 
and/or better benefits. 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
s) In general, I like working here. I 2 3 4 5 6 7 
t) If I were to leave this law school for another 
one, it would be primarily for more status, 1 
such as a chaired position. 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
u) This administration can be trusted to make . 
sensible decisions for the law school's future. 2 3 4 5 6 7 
v) This law school has a great deal of personal 
meaning to me. 2 3 4 5 6 7 
w) This law school really cares about my well-
being. 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
x) If I were to leave this law school for another 
one, it would be primarily to move into 1 
administration (a deanship). 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
y) I feel that I have too few options to consider 
leaving this law school. 2 3 4 5 6 7 
z) In general, I don't like my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 









a) I always find new and interesting 
aspects in my work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b) There are days that I already feel 
tired before I go to work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
c) More and more often, I talk about 
my work in a negative way. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
d) I can stand the pressure of my work 
well. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
e) Lately, I tend to think less during 
my work and just execute it 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
mechanically. 
0 After my work, I usually have 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
enough energy for leisure activities. 
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g) During my work, 1 often feel 
emotionally drained. 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
h) Sometimes I feel really disgusted 
with my work. 2 3 4 5 6 7 
i) After work, I usually feel worn out 
and weary. 2 3 4 5 6 7 
j) I get more and more engaged in my 
work. 2 3 4 5 6 7 
k) When I work, I usually feel 
energized. 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1) I cannot imagine another occupation 
for myself. 2 3 4 5 6 7 
m) The work I do is very important to 
me. 
2 3 4 5 6 7 









a) Overall, being a member of the 
law faculty has very little to do with 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 
how I feel about myself. 
b) In general, being a member of w m m a m 
the law faculty is an important part 
of my self-image. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 i 
c) I have a strong sense of 
belonging to the law faculty. 1 2 3 4 5 6 i 
d) Being a member of the law 
faculty is an important reflection of 
who 1 am. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 i 
e) Being a member of the law 
faculty is not a major factor in my 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
social relationships. 
EXPERIENCES OF THE W O R K P L A C E E N V I R O N M E N T 
1. To what extent do the following statements describe your colleagues? (CCS) 
Not at all A little bit Moderately Quite a bit Extremely 
a) My colleagues are willing to help 
each other. 1 
2 3 4 5 
b) My colleagues comment on each 
other's work. 1 2 3 4 5 
c) My colleagues are encouraging 
and empowering. 1 2 3 4 5 
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d) My colleagues create a 
cooperative and supportive 1 
environment. 
2 3 4 5 
e) There is a group of my colleagues 
who always get things their way . 
because no one wants to challenge 
them. 
2 3 4 5 
f) My colleagues honor agreement. 1 2 3 4 5 
g) My colleagues attempt to build 
themselves up by tearing others 1 
down. 
2 3 4 5 
h) My colleagues send "flaming" (rude . 
or hostile) e-mails to one another. 2 3 4 5 
i) 1 have seen changes made in 
policies here that only serve the . 
purposes of a few of my colleagues, 
not the law school. 
2 3 4 5 
j) My colleagues initiate and 
participate in informal . 
conversations about scholarship 
and teaching. 
2 3 4 5 
k) My colleagues share products of 
their own effort (e.g., syllabi) with 1 
each other. 
2 3 4 5 
1) My colleagues participate in all 
aspects of law school life (e.g., 1 
attend functions). 
2 3 4 5 
m) My colleagues work to foster . 
harmony. 
2 3 4 5 
n) My colleagues take on special 
assignments given to them by the 1 
dean. 
2 3 4 5 
o) My colleagues "pull their own . 
weight." 2 3 
4 5 
2. Please rate your law school faculty on the following continuum. (Antecedents) 
Friendly 1 2 3 4 5 Hostile 
Racist 1 2 3 4 5 Non-racist 
Lack of Diversity 1 2 3 4 5 Diverse 
Disrespectful 1 2 3 4 5 Respectful 
Cordial 1 2 3 4 5 Cold 
Non-sexist 1 2 3 4 5 Sexist 
Collaborative 1 2 3 4 5 Individualistic 
Cooperative 1 2 3 4 5 Competitive 
Homophobic 1 2 3 4 5 Non-homophobic 
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Enthusiastic 1 2 3 4 5 Apathetic 
Anti-Semitic 1 2 
... ^ 
4 5 Not Anti-Semitic 
Safe 1 2 3 4 5 Unsafe 
Unprincipled 1 2 3 4 5 Principled 
Kind 1 2 3 4 5 Nasty 
Act in good faith 1 2 3 4 5 Act in bad faith 
Selfish 1 2 3 4 5 Generous 
Constructive 1 2 3 4 5 Destructive 
Honest 1 2 w g m m 4 5 Deceitful 
3. To what extent does your law school emphasize: (Antecedents) 
a) Faculty self-governance. 










b) Open debate about governance and 
policy matters. 1 2 3 
4 5 
c) Outspoken and uncompromising 
interpersonal styles. 1 2 3 
4 5 
d) The ability to debate, argue, and 
persuade. 1 2 3 
4 5 
e) Avoiding defeat. 1 2 3 4 5 
f) Teamwork. 1 2 3 4 5 
g) Being clear regarding requirements 
for promotion and tenure. 1 2 3 4 
5 
h) Reliance on e-niail for internal 
communication. 1 2 3 
4 5 
4. What is your JOB like MOST OF THE 
TIME? For each word or phrase, circle "yes" 
if the word describes your job, "no" if it 
f) Many things 
stressful No ? Yes 
doesn't, and "?" if you can't decide. 
NO 9 YES 
a) Irritating No ? Yes 
b) Pressured No ? Yes 
c) Hectic No ? Yes 
d) Comfortable No ? Yes 
e) Hassled No ? Yes 
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5. What is your WORKPLACE like 
MOST OF THE TIME? (PFIT) 
a) Colleagues praise each other 
for good work No 
9 Yes 
b) Colleagues' suggestions are 
ignored No 
9 Yes 
c) Colleagues put each other 
down No 
9 Yes 
d) Colleagues treat each other 
with respect No 
9 Yes 
e) Colleagues treat each other 
fairly No 
9 Yes 
f) Colleagues help each other 
out No 
9 Yes 




6. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements concerning the atmosphere at 
your law school. 
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Agree Strongly 
disagree disagree agree agree 
1. Some faculty have a condescending 
attitude toward women . 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. Sexist remarks are heard in the law 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
school. 
3. There is equal access to space for both 
men and women. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. The environment provides adequate 
collegial opportunities for women. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. Men receive preferential treatment in 
the areas of recruitment and promotions. 
> 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. Men are more likely than women to 
receive helpful career advice f rom 
colleagues. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. In meetings, people pay just as much 
attention when women speak as when 
men do. 1 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. Women are appropriately represented 
in senior positions. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. Sex discrimination is a big problem in 
my law school. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. During the PAST YEAR, has another law school faculty member: 
Never Once Two or Three Times Frequently 
a) Put you down or been condescending 
to you? 0 1 2 
3 
b) Made insulting or disrespectful 
remarks to you? 0 1 2 
3 
c) Made jokes at your expense? 0 1 2 3 
d) Accused you of stupidity or 
incompetence? 0 1 2 
3 
e) Interrupted or spoke over you? 0 1 2 3 
f) Ignored you or failed to speak to you 
(for example, "the silent treatment")? 0 1 2 3 
g) Yelled, shouted, or swore at you? 0 1 2 3 
h) Given you hostile looks, stares, or 
sneers? 0 1 2 
3 
i) Addressed you inappropriately or 
unprofessionally? 0 1 2 
3 
j) Lied to you? 0 1 2 3 
k) Physically threatened or intimidated 
you? 0 1 
2 3 
1) Sent you a rude or hostile e-mail? 0 1 2 3 
m) Misrepresented your position on an 
issue of law school governance? 0 1 2 
3 
n) Made false accusations about you or 
your work? 0 1 2 
3 
o) Made false complaints about you to 
the dean or other administrator? 0 1 2 
3 
p) Made derogatory statements about 
you to other colleagues? 0 1 2 
3 
q) Made derogatory statements about 
you to students? 0 1 
2 3 
r) Unduly criticized your law school in 
public or to the media? 0 1 2 
3 
s) Shirked teaching responsibilities? 0 1 2 3 
t) Shirked committee or other 
governance responsibilities? 0 1 2 
3 
u) Lobbied for an institutional resource 
allocation (e.g., chair, money, faculty 
appointment) in bad faith (e.g., for 
selfish motives as opposed to an 
honest belief in the best interests of 
the institution)? 
0 1 2 
3 
v) Questioned your integrity or good 
faith? 0 1 
2 3 
w) Failed to accept a majority vote on an 
issue of law school governance or 
policy? 
0 1 2 
3 
x) Attempted to influence faculty 
governance or policy in an 
underhanded or dishonest way? 
0 1 2 
3 
y) Made crude or offensive racial 
remarks either publicly or in private? 0 1 2 3 
z) Told racist jokes or stories? 0 1 2 3 
aa) Expected you to go along with racist 
or racially offensive behavior? 0 1 
2 3 
bb) Displayed or distributed racist 0 1 2 3 
YOUR OBSERVATIONS 
1. During the PAST YEAR, have you OBSERVED any law school faculty member: 





m) Misrepresent the position on an issue 
of law school governance of a 
Female faculty member? 







n) Make false accusations about a 
Female faculty member? 







o) Make false complaints to the dean or 
other administrator about a 
Female faculty member? 







P) Make derogatory statements to other 
colleagues about a 
Female faculty member? 







q) Make derogatory statements to 
students about a 
Female faculty member? 







r) Question the integrity or good faith of 
a 
Female faculty member? 







2. To your knowledge, does your law school take any of the following actions to address u 
faculty? 
ncollegialitv among 
To my knowledge, my law school... YES NO DON'T KNOW 
a) Investigates uncollegiality complaints. yes no Dk 
b) Has leaders w h o take public action to stop incivility and disrespect (for example , offens ive 
comments about particular individuals or groups). yes no Dk 
C) Punishes people who are uncivil and disrespectful, no matter who 
thev are. 
yes no Dk 
d) Has leaders who model respectful behavior. yes no Dk 
e) Makes strong public statements about the seriousness of 
uncolleeialitv. 
yes no Dk 
f) Has leaders who take quick action to stop even subtle negative 
comments (for example, rumors, jokes) yes no Dk 
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THOUGHTS AND EXPERIENCES 
This space is for you to share with us 1) your personal experiences relating to the climate of your law school; 2) any other 
information or issues you believe to be important and relevant; 3) any topics you believe this survey has left out. 
Sometimes respondents are willing to be interviewed in order to discuss further issues 
raised briefly in a survey. If you would be interested in participating in a follow-up 
interview, please email Dr. Kathi Miner-Rubino at kathi.miner-rubino@wku.edu or 
Professor Michael Seigel at Seigel@law.ufl.edu and type "interview" in the subject 
heading. Regrettably, we may not be able to interview all those who express interest. 
Thank you for your participation in this important project! 
